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UMEROUS studies have appeared in cia1 environments or contexts in which inrecent years attempting to account dividuals live have been examined for their for educational aspirations of high bearing on educational aspirations. Such school seniors. To date, most research effort specific social context variables as ruralhas been concentrated upon individual and urban residence, peer group associations, the family background attributes. Of all the fac-socioeconomic composition of the high tors studied, sex, intelligence, and socioeco-schools, and the socioeconomic composition nomic status have been most frequently, of the community or neighborhood have been consistently and clearly associated with edu-suggested by a number of investigator^.^ The cational aspirati0ns.l More recently the soEducational aspirations of rural and urban *This research program is currently financed by youth are examined in William H. Sewell, "Coma grant (M-6275) from the National Institutes of munity of Residence and College Plans," American Health, U.S. Public Health Service. The basic survey Sociologi~al Review, 29 (February, 1964) , pp, 2 4 from which the original data were obtained was 38. This paper also includes references to many conducted by J. Kenneth Little under a contract earlier studies. Peer group influences are examined with the U.S. Office of Education. (See J. Kenneth in the studies by Archie Haller and C. E. ButterLittle, A Statewide Inquiry into Decisions of Youth worth, "Peer Influences on Levels of Occupational about Education beyond High School [Madison, and Educational Aspiration, " Social Forces, 38 Wis.: School of Education, University of Wisconsin, (Nay, 1960) , pp. 289-295; Harold H. Punke, 19581.) For the present paper, data for the Mil-"Factors Affecting the Proportion of High School waukee public high schools were recoded, and new Graduates Who Enter College," Bulletin of the indexes were constructed. The writers wish to ac-National Association of Secondary School Princiknowledge the assista~ce of Vimal P. Shah, the pals, 38 (November, 1954) , pp. 6-27; Jam-S. critical suggestions of Archie 0. Haller, and the Coleman, "Academic Achievement and the Struccomputational services of the Numerical Analysis ture of Competition," Harvard Educational ReLaboratory of the University of Wisconsin.
view, 29 (Fall, 19591, pp. 330-351;  and Robert E. 1 The research literature on these influences is vast Herriatt, "Some Social Determinants of Educaand need not be detailed here. Numerous references tional Aspiration," Harvard Educational Review, are given in William H. Sewell, A. 0. Haller, and 33 (1963), pp. 157-177 . Studies dealing with the M. A. Straus, "Social Status and Educational and influence of socioeconomic composition of school, Occupational Aspirations," American Sociological neighborhood, and community on educational plans Review, 22 (February, 1957), pp. 67-73. include: Alan B. Wilson, "Residential Segregation present paper reports an empirical examination of the influence of one of these social contexts, neighborhood socioeconomic status, on the college plans of high school youth. Speculation regarding the influence of residential segregation on the educational aspirations of youth has gained considerable currency within recent years. Much of the stimulus for the view mav be traced to popular assessments of American education by various educational authorities. Especially noteworthy among these assessments is James Bryant Conant's Slums cand Suburbs, in which he draws a striking contrast between the educational aspirations of public high school students in prosperous suburbs and in city slums.s Natalie Rogoff (Ramsgy) has provided the most explicit and succinct statement of the community context thesis in the following passage:
. . . let it be granted that the various social classes are not randomly distributed among the diverse sizes and types of communities in the United States today. . . . I t follows that each of the social classes will be more heavily concentrated in some kinds of community environments than in others, and that communities will vary in the predominant or average social-class affiliation of their residents. Such structural differences may set in motion both formal arrangements-such as school, library, and general cultural facilities in the community-and informal mechanisms, such as normative climates or modal levels of social aspiration, which are likely to affect all members of the community to some extent of Social Classes and Aspirations of High School Boys," American Sociological Review, 24 (December, 1959) -parents and children, upper, middle, and working c l a~s e s .~ Although Rogoff's point of reference is communities, the argument applies equally well to school districts, neighborhoods, and other subcommunity areas which are also differentiated by ecological segregation. Despite the intuitive and authoritative evidence in behalf of these ideas, little empirical research attention has been paid to the problem at either the community or neighborhood level.
The most direct test of the thesis that community context influences the aspirations of youth comes from studies by the senior a u t h~r .~ This research, based on a large random sample of Wisconsin high school seniors, indicates that the community context, as measured by size of community (Rogoff's measure), is clearly associated with the educational and occupational plans of youth. However, when sex, family socioeconomic status, and measured intelligence are controlled, the original relationship between community size and educational aspiration is greatly reduced. This permits the tentative conclusion that differences in aspirations may be due more to differences in the sex, socioeconomic, and ability composition of high schools than to normative differences in community contexts. Of course, tests employing more direct indices of community socioeconomic status and normative climates are necessary before more definitive conclusions can be drawn regarding the viability of the thesis as applied to communities.
On when either family socioeconomic status or measured intelligence was controlled. Since he did not control for these variables simultaneously, it is not known whether their joint effects would have been sufficient to eliminate the association between school status and educational aspirations. Moreover, the nonrandom nature of the sample of students and the purposive selection of high and low status schools further reduce the dependability and generality of his findings.
Similar sampling limitations also handicap Ralph Turner's study of Los Angeles area high schools in regard to the influence of neighborhood environments on ambition. Turner indexed ambition by means of a composite score on occupational, educational, and material aspirations, and based his measurement of neighbdrhood environment on the socioeconomic status composition of the high school class. Using these measures he obtained correlations between neighborhood context and ambition of $0.16 and +0.12, for males and females respectively, when the effects of family socioeconomic status and intelligence were simultaneously ~artialled.~ Unfortunately, since correlations using educational aspiration as the dependent variable were not presented, the relevance of his findings to the present problem is limited.
John A. Michael, in an article based on a national study of high schools, focused directly on educational aspiration, but his data are limited in other ways.8 He argued that college plans of high school seniors are related to school climate (also indexed by the socioeconomic composition of the senior class) independently of the socioeconomic status of the student's family or his ability. However, his data showing the relationship of school socioeconomic status to college plans with family status controlled, using only students in the top quarter in scholastic aptitude, fail to provide clear support for the assertion. The differences in college plans for schools of different status levels are relatively small and suggest that the socioeconomic status and intelligence of students may account for gation in a Metropolitan School System," Ameri- The dependability of the evidence in the studies by Wilson, Turner, and Michael is further weakened by the fact that there is an element of contamination in the neighborhood or school environment variable measured by school socioeconomic status because both the school status and the family status indexes are based on the same information. Carolyn Sherif's study of the association of educational aspiration with the social rank of three urban areas in Oklahoma City avoids this problem, but the author fails to describe her social rank index of urban areas or to control for the effects of sex, intelligence, or socioeconomic status of the teenagers in her study?
Because of limitations in the research reported by these investigators, the question of the influence of residential segregation within large and complex communities on the educational aspiration of students, over and above the influence of the other known sources, remains largely unanswered.1°
The essential arguments and expectations of the thesis may be summarized as follows. Much evidence has accumulated to indicate that ecological processes in large cities result in socioeconomic segregation. I t has also been shown that school segregation is in large part a consequence of residential segregation. be expected that informal mechanisms, such as normative climates or modal levels of aspiration, would emerge and would have some pervasive influence on the aspirations of all youth residing in the neighborhood, regardless of the socioeconomic status or ability levels of the youth. In other words, the prediction would be that the socioeconomic status of the high school district-since it presumably reflects the shared norms and aspirations of its members-would have an important effect on the educational aspirations of its youth over and above that of family socioeconomic status or individual ability. I t is the purpose of this study to test tbis hypothesis using elaboration techniques and correlation analysis.12
The principal source of the data on which this study is based is a survey of all high school seniors in public and private schools in Wisconsin in 1957.13 The total universe of public high school seniors in the Milwaukee metropolitan area (3999 students) is included in this analysis. Data pertaining to school district boundaries and school district socioeconomic status were obtained from the Wisconsin Department of Education and from census tract information in the 1960 Census for Milwaukee. Only public high school seniors are included in the analysis since there are no parochial high school districts strictly comparable with public high school districts. Information was gathered from the students on a number of matters, including educational and vocational plans, socioeconomic status, and measured intelligence.
The County of Milwaukee was selected for study because it is the largest and most diverse metropolitan area in Wisconsin; its 1960 population was 1,036,041. I t contains twenty public high schools: thirteen in the central city and seven in independent suburbs. The high school enrollment districts were selected as the basic unit for analysis of neighborhood context because they may be considered functional social areas within the larger community. This is true in the sense 1% Elaboration technique is fully described in Herbert Hyman, Szarvey Designs and Analysis, Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 195.5, chaps. vi and vii.
1Vor further details about how the original survey was conducted, see J. Kenneth Little, op. cit. that a community of shared interests among students tends to form around the high school; students identify themselves with the school and its many curricular and noncurricular activities.
The index of socioeconomic status for each neighborhood (school enrollment district) is the proportion of males fourteen years and older living in the area who are employed in white-collar occupations. Since census figures are not reported for these areas, it was necessary to combine census tracts to fit as closely as possible the neighborhood boundaries as defined in this study. The neighborhood status for each student attending a given school is the percentage of white-collar workers in the area. The range in status was from 13 to 83 per cent for the twenty neighborhoods. For the cross-tabular analysis, these neighborhoods were divided into three neighborhood context categories: High, 41-83 per cent white-collar; Middle, 31-40 per cent white-collar; and Low, 13-30 per cent whitecollar. The high category consists of four high-status suburbs located on the northern and western borders of the city and two highstatus neighborhoods adjacent to them but within the city limits of Milwaukee. The low category includes five low-status neighborhoods located in and surrounding the central business and lake-shore industrial district and two industrial suburbs. The seven middlestatus neighborhoods are scattered throughout the metropolitan area. Each of these three neighborhood categories is distinct from the others not only in occupational distribution but also in such other relevant criteria as the percentage of adults with one or more years of college education, the average value of homes, and the percentage of nonwhites. However, it should also be noted that the distinctions are not exaggerated in this study, as in much previous research, by purposely selecting only neighborhoods which differ widely in socioeconomic status.
The college plans variable is based on the senior student's statement that he definitely plans to enroll in a degree-granting college or university (or one whose credits are acceptable for advanced standing a t the University of Wisconsin) upon graduation from high school.
The control variables in the analysis are sex, intelligence, and socioeconomic status. 
RESULTS
The central hypothesis of this study is that the neighborhood in which the student Houghton Mifflin Co., 1942. l6 The five indicators were factor-analyzed using the principal-components method, and were orthogonally rotated according to the varimax criterion. This produced a two-factor structure composed of a factor on which the three economic items were most heavily loaded, and a factor on which the two educational items were most heavily loaded. The composite socioeconomic status index was developed by squaring the loadings of the principal items of each factor as weights, multiplying student scores on the items by the respective weights, and summing the weighted scores within each factor to obtain factor scores. Then the two factors were combined into a composite socioeconomic status score by multiplying the factor scores of all students by constants which would produce approximately equal variances for both and then summing the weighted factor scores for each student. The resulting composite socioeconomic status scores of all the students were then multiplied by a constant to produce a theoretical range of scores between 0 and 99. resides has an important influence on his educational plans in addition to that of his sex, measured intelligence, and the socioeconomic status of his family. To test this hypothesis the following questions should be considered: First, is neighborhood status associated with college plans? Second, does the association persist when the effects of sex, socioeconomic status, and intelligence are separately controlled? Third, does the relationship persist when these variables are simultaneously controlled? Fourth, how much variance does neighborhood status account for over and above that accounted for by sex, socioeconomic status, and intelligence?
The data bearing on the first question are given in summary form in Table 1 . Less than one-fourth of the students in low-status neighborhoods plan on attending college, but more than one-half of those in high-status neighborhoods have plans to attend college. Partialling out the effects of sex does not disturb the relationship except to reduce the difference between the low-and middle-status neighborhoods for girls and to increase the difference for boys. Table 2 shows the influence of intelligence and socioeconomic status on college plans. I t is apparent that each of these variables is related to college plans. (In terms of the percentage differences, either variable is more closely related to college plans than is the neighborhood context.) Those from high socioeconomic status families or of high intelligence are approximately three times as likely to plan on college as those of low socioeconomic status or of low intelligence. The same relationships hold for both boys and girls.
In Table 3 , it will be noted that the lower status neighborhoods have a disproportion of females, students from lower socioeconomic status families, and students of lower measured intelligence--each of these would tend to reduce the proportion of those plan- and those in the high-status neighborhoods -for all three intelligence levels. Thus controlling for intelligence does not explain the original differences either for boys or for girls. Control for socioeconomic status (Table  5) greatly reduces the neighborhood differences in college plans for boys from low socioeconomic status families, but large neighborhood differences persist for middle and high socioeconomic status groups. For girls, the partialling tends to eliminate the differences between the low-and middlestatus neighborhoods, but the differences between these two neighborhood categories and the high-status neighborhoods are markedespecially for girls from high socioeconomic status families. Thus, controlling for socioeconomic status does not explain the neighborhood differences in college plans either for boys or for girls.
Since the results of the partialling thus far leaves large unexplained differences in college plans of students from neighborhoods of varying status, the next step is to determine the effects of controlling sex, socioeconomic status, and intelligence simultaneously. The results of this operation produce, in effect, eighteen tables showing the percentage of students with college plans according to neighborhood context in all of the possible combinations of sex, socioeconomic status, and intelligence categories. These results are summarized in Table 6 . For the boys, all but one of the subpopulations show marked reduction in the association of neighborhood status with college plans, and in several subpopulations there are reversals in the low N and middle categories. The only remaining comparatively large difference between the high and low neighborhood contexts is for boys in the middle intelligence, high socioeconomic status category. In this instance, living in a higher status neighborhood is clearly related to college plans. For the girls, the influence of neighborhood context is also reduced in all subpopulations except for those from high socioeconomic status families where the effects are about the same regardless of intelligence. In other words, girls living in higher status neighborhoods tend to have high educational aspirations, regardless of their measured ability, if they come from high socioeconomic status families. There continues to be some relationship between neighborhood context for girls from middle socioeconomic status families in the middle and high intelligence groups, and for highly intelligent girls from low-status families, but the association i s not as large as in the preceding instances,
The results of this analysis suggest that neighborhood context is associated more with the educational aspirations of girls than boys and is strongest for girls from high socioeconomic status families. Why this should be true is not readily apparent from the analysis but deserves some speculation. One possible explanation is that those high socioeconomic status parents who place a high value on college education for their daughters are likely to insist on living in highstatus neighborhoods where their daughters can attend superior high schools, while those high-status parents who do not emphasize college education for their daughters are more likely to remain in lower status neighborhoods. This explanation, of course, shifts the causal emphasis from the neighborhood back to the family, and is essentially a straight ecological argument which cannot be tested directly with the data of this study because no information is available on residential mobility. A second and somewhat more social-psychological speculation would be that, since high educational aspirations are generally less common for girls than for boys and are less salient in terms of future occupational careers, girls are more susceptible to the influences of the social milieu than boys.1° This might help to account for the apparently greater influence of neighborhood context on girls than on boys but would not explain why high socioeconomic status girls are particularly responsive to neighborhood context. Possibly the explanation is that the high-status girls in the lower status neighborhood, who find themselves among associates with low aspirations, tend to reduce their own aspirations to the normative level of the group in order to be popular and possibly to improve their potential marriage opportunities with the boys in their neighborhood. The high-status boys are less likely to be influenced by the desire for popularity and marriage prospects within the neighborhood group because of the salience of college education to their later career plans and because in any event they probably intend to defer marriage until they finish college. For girls from low-and middle-status families, college aspirations are not high, in any case, because of lack of encouragement and support from parents; consequently, even a favorable neighborhood context is not likely to have much effect on their educational aspirations. I t should be emphasized again that this is only speculation-data are not available from our study to test this line of reasoning.
The results of partialling out the influence of sex, socioeconomic status, and intelligence indicate that neighborhood context-although it apparently has special significance for some subpopulations-probably does not make a large contribution to the explanation of differences in the educational plans of this group of high school seniors. Actually the magnitude of its contribution has not been assessed either in the above tables or in other relevant studies. To provide a more accurate estimate of its contribution, the data have been analyzed using correlation techniques. The results of this analysis are as follows: The zero-order correlation (r) of neighborhood status with college plans is +0.299?7
16 Coleman, op. n't., pp. 97-143, presents evidence in support of this assertion. Attention is called to the apparent disagreement between these findings and the higher correlations of neighborhood status with boys' ambitions than with girls' ambitions in Turner's study, op. cit., pp. 58-59. 1rAll correlation coefficients discussed in this analysis are based on actual scores on the indexes of family socioeconomic status, intelligence, and neighborhood status, and not on the three-category The multiple correlation (R) of sex, socioeconomic status, and intelligence with college plans is +0.479 and the coefficient of determination (R2) is 0.229, which means that these three background factors account for 22.9 per cent of the variance in college plans. The addition of neighborhood status as a predictor variable increases the multiple correlation (R) to +0.497 and the coefficient of determination (R2) to 0.247. Thus, neighborhood status results in an absolute increase of 1.8 per cent in the explained variance of college plans beyond the effects of sex, socioeconomic status, and intelligence (.247-.229=.018 or 1.8 per cent). Consequently, it may be concluded that although neighborhood context makes some contribution to the explained variance in college plans over and above that made by the traditional variables, its added contribution is indeed small.18
These results should not be interpreted to mean that neighborhood context can be dismissed as a factor in educational aspirations of youth. Even the small amount of variance accounted for by neighborhood status over system used in the tables. Sex and college plans are treated as dichotomous variables. The zero-order correlations of sex, socioeconomic status, and intelligence with college plans are +0.143, +0.383, and f0.362, respectively.
18 Some measure of the occupational status of the fathers of the high school senior class has customarily been used to represent community, neighborhood, or school sodoeconomic status. Occupational composition of the employed males in the school district was used in this study because it was believed to be conceptually better and more independent of the student's socioeconomic status. Because some readers will wish to know whether the results would have been more favorable to the hypothesis had the usual measure been used, the correlations were also computed using the percentage of fathers in white-collar occupations for each senior class (school status) in place of the neighborhood-status variable. The results were as follows: r=+0.184 (school status and college plans), R=+0.485 (multiple correlation of school status, sex, socioeconomic status, and intelligence with college plans), and R9=0.235. Subtracting 0.229 (the R9 for sex, sodoeconomic status, and intelligence with college plans) from 0.235 (the above Ra), results in an increase of 0.006 or 0.6 per cent in the explained variance. In other words, school status added less than one per cent to the explained variance in college plans, over and above the contribution of sex, socioeconomic status, and intelligence. Thus, if school status rather than neighborhood status had been used in the analysis, the results would have provided even less support for the thesis. and above that accounted for by sex, socioeconomic status, and intelligence makes some contribution to the understanding of educational aspirations. This contribution is important when the traditional variables leave a large proportion of the variance unexplained. Moreover, as the cross-tabular analysis indicates, the effect of neighborhood context is considerably more important in some subpopulations than in others-a fact that is nit ievealed by the multiple correlation analysis. Nevertheless, the results of the analysis reported in this paper indicate that past claims for the importance of neighborhood context in the develo~ment of educational aspirations may have been considerably overstated.lo Whether more direct l9Although the problem to which this paper is addressed logically requires that sex, intelligence, and socioeconomic status be put into the multiple regression equation before neighborhood status, Intelligence:
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